
November 2,2005 7: 15 PM 

Senator Charles Schumer 
U S .  Senate 
3 13 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Schumer: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to heating about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Joseph Derella 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



FCC - MAlLHOOM 
Bruce Baldwin 

105 Stanfield, Waco, TX 76705-1914 

November 2,2005 2:17 P M  

Senator John Cornyn 
U S .  Senate 
517 Hart  Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Dochet 96-45 

Dear Senator Comyn: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal 
Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, 
family and neighbors, will he negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue hasis. People who use more pay more into the system. 
FCC changes that  system to a flat fee, that means that  someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of lung distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not he penalized fur doing so. 

If the 

A flat fee t.ax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income lesidential and rural consumers, to  give up their phones due t u  unaffordahle monthly increases on 
their hills. Shifting the funding burden of the  USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical arid unnecessary. 
In  addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
'The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies t u  recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, t.he reality is that they 
do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost 
more. And according t u  the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change tu a flat 
fee system soon and without legislation. 

1 will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue tu spread the word tu my community. I request 
you pass along my cuncems tu the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about yaur position on this matter. 

Sincerely. 

Bruce Baldwin 

cc: 
FCC General Email Uox 



karen andersen 
238 Cathy JO drive, nashville, TN 37211 

November 2.2005 11 56 AM 

Representative J im Cooper 
U S  House o f  Representatives 
1536 Longworth House Off ice Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject. Re. Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Cooper: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position t o  chonge the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly f la t  fee. Many o f  your constituents, including 
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impocted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on o revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. I f  
the FCC changes that system t o  a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes o month 
of  long distance, pays the some amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes o f  long distance a 
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for  doing so. 

A f lo t  fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, t o  give up their phones due to  unoffordable monthly 
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden o f  the USF from high volume to low-volume users is 
radical and unnecessary. I n  addition, it would have a highly detrimental e f fec t  on small businesses all across 
America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, o f  which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up t o  date information on their website, including links t o  FCC information. While I am owore 
that federal law does not require companies to  recover, or "pass along" these fees t o  their customers, the 
reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I om charged fairly. I f  the FCC goes t o  o numbers 
taxed, my service will cost more. And according to  the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the 
FCC has plans to  chonge to o f lo t  fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to  monitor developments on the issue and continue to spreod the word to my community. I 
request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a f la t  fee tax could 
disproportionately af fect  those in your constituency. 

Thank you for  your continued work and I look forward t o  hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

karen andersen 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



i FCC-MAILROOM 1 
Leslie Burton 

2397 Prince W a y ,  Vista, CA 92084 

November 2,2005 412  PM 

Senator Dianne Feinstein 
U.S. Senate 
331 Hart  Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Feinstein: 

oosition to < I have serious concerns reeardine the Federal Communications Commissions' (FC I I ~ inge the Universal 
Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, 
family and neighbors, will he negatively impacted hy the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue hasis. People who use more pay more into the system. 
FCC changes that  system to a flat fee, that means that  someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, p a p  the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resnurces wisely should not he penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordahle monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. 
In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I a m  a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue wit.h monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that  they 
do. As a cnnsumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost 
more. And according to  the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat 
fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue t n  monitor develnpments on the issue and continue to spread the ward to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank yon for your continued work and I look forward to hearing ahout your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

Leslie Burton 

If the 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



November 2,2005 4:12 PM 

Representative Don Manzullo 
U.S. House of Representatives 
2228 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Kepresentative Manznllo: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal 
Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. 
family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis, People who use more pay more into the system. 
FCC changes that system to  a flat fee, that  means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not he penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordahle monthly increases on 
their hills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. 
In  addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to  date information on their website, including links t.0 FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to  recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they 
do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If'the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost 

more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat 
fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to  spread the word to  my community. I request 
yon pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position an this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Mary Kosandich 

Many of your constituents, including me. my friends, 

If' the 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 
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1 FCC - MAlLRQONr j 
Linda Merry 
62 1/2 Orchard S t ,  Pittsfield, MA 01201 

November 2,2005 5:13 PM 

Representative John Olver 
US.  House of Representatives 
11 11 Longworth House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Olver: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not he penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordahle monthly increases on 
their hills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them h o w  how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

Linda Meny 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



1 FCC - MAILROOM] 
william mattson 

561 rainbow cir. , w. columbia, SC 29170-4411 

November 2, 2005 9:09 PM 

Senator Jim Demint 
U. S. Senate 
340 Russell Senate Off ice Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Demint: 

I hove serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to  change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to  a monthly f la t  fee. Many o f  your constituents, including 
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know. USF is currently collected on o revenue basis. People who use more pay mare into the system. I f  
the FCC changes that system to  o f lat fee, that meons that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month 
o f  long distance, pays the some amount into the fund os someone who uses zero minutes o f  long distance a 
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized fo r  doing so. 

A f la t  fee tax  could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, t o  give up their phones due t o  unaffordable monthly 
increases on their bills. Shift ing the funding burden of the USF from high volume to  low-volume users is 
radical and unnecessary. I n  addition, it would hove a highly detriment01 e f fec t  on small businesses a11 across 
America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, o f  which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to  date information on their website. including links to  FCC information. While I om aware 
that federal law does not require companies to  recover, or '"pass along" these fees to  their customers, the 
reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. I f  the FCC goes t o  a numbers 
taxed, my service will cost more. And according t o  the Coolition's recent meetings with tap FCC officials, the 
FCC has plans t o  change to a f la t  fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to  monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I 
request you pass along my concerns to  the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a f la t  fee tax could 
disproportionately af fect  those in your constituency. 

Thank you f o r  your continued work and I look forward to  hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

william mattson 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



FCC - MAiLROOM 
Laura Coleman 

3249 Shelby St., Bartlett, TN 38134 

November 2, 2005 12:46 PM 

Senator Lamar Alexander 
US. Senate 
302 Hart  Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Alexander: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to  change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to  a monthly f la t  fee. Many o f  your constituents, including 
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. I f  
the FCC changes that system to a f l a t  fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month 
o f  long distance, pays the same omount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes o f  long distance o 
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A f la t  fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, t o  give up their phones due t o  unaffordable monthly 
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden o f  the USF from high volume to low-volume users is 
radical and unnecessary. I n  addition, it would have a highly detrimental ef fect  on small businesses all across 
America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, o f  which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to  date information on their website, including links to  FCC information. While I am aware 
that federal law does not require companies to  recover, or "pass along" these fees to  their customers, the 
reality is that  they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. I f  the FCC goes t o  a numbers 
taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the 
FCC has plans t o  change to  a f lat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to  monitor developments on the issue and continue to  spread the ward t o  my community. I 
request you pass along my concerns to  the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a f la t  fee tax could 
disproportionately af fect  those in your constituency. 

Thank you f o r  your continued work and I look forward to  hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Laura Coleman 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 
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Mary Miller 

310 West Bigelow Ave , Findlay, OH 45840 

November 2; 2005 4:00 PM 

Representative Michael Oxley 
U.S. House of Representatives 
2308 Rayhurn House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Oxley: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal 
Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. 
family and neighbors, will he negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue hasis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that  system to a flat fee, that means that  someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not he penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordahle monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the finding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. 
I n  addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their wehsite, including links to FCC information. While 1 am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they 
do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to  a numbers taxed, my service will cost 
more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat 
fee system soon and without legislation. 

1 will continne to monitor developments on the issue and continue t v  spread the word to my conimunii)-. I request 
you pass along my concerns to  the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your const.ituency. 

Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, 

Thank you for y-our continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Mary Miller 

cc: 

FCC General Email Box 



16600 Cottage Grove Av., South Holland, I L  60473 

November 2,2005 12:12 PM 

Representative Jesse Jackson 
US. House o f  Representatives 
2419 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Jackson: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to  change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to  a monthly flat fee. Many o f  your constituents, including 
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. I f  
the FCC changes that system t o  a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes o month 
o f  long distance, pays the some amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of  long distance a 
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized f o r  doing so. 

A f la t  fee tax  could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and law-income residential and rural consumers, t o  give up their phones due to  unaffordable monthly 
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden o f  the USF from high volume to low-volume users is 
radical and unnecessary. I n  addition, it would have o highly detrimental ef fect  on small businesses all across 
America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, o f  which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up t o  date information on their website. including links t o  FCC information. While I am aware 
that federal law does not require companies t o  recover, o r  "pass along" these fees t o  their customers, the 
reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. I f  the FCC goes t o  a numbers 
taxed, my service will cost more. And according t o  the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the 
FCC has plans t o  change to a f la t  fee system soon and without legislation, 

I will continue to  monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I 
request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a f la t  fee tox could 
disproportionately a f fec t  those in your constituency. 

Thank you fo r  your continued work and I look forward to  hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Carol Dutko 

cc: 
FCC General Emoil Box 



Patricia McCurdy 

I5036 Green Valley Blvd , Clermont, FL 34711 

November 2,2005 3:36 PM 

Representative Ginny Brown-Waite 
US. House of Representatives 
414 Cannon House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Brown-Waite: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal 
Service Fund (USF) collection method to  a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, 
family and neighbors, will he negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that  system t o  a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minot.es a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their hills, Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. 
In  addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I a m  a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to  date information on their wehsite, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that  
federal law does not require companies to  recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they 
do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost 
more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to  change tu a flat 
fee system soon and without legislation. 

I \rill continue to monitor developments un the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. 1 request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionatcly 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Patricia McCurdy 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



337 Locke Road, Groton, NY 13073-9444 

November 2,2005 6:27 PM 

Senator Charles Schumer 
U S .  Senate 
3 13 Hart Senate Oftice Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Schumer: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

Jeny Dennis 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 
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6324 S. Monaco Ct . ,  Centennial, CO 80111 

November 2.2005 3:06 PV 

Senator Ken Salazar 
U.S. Senate 
702 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: He: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senat.or Salazar: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position IO change the Universal 
Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, 
family and neighhors. will he negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who nse more pay more into the 
FCC changes that  system to a flat fee, that means that Someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a moi1t.h. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income iesidtntial and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their hills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. 
In  addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a memher, keeps me informed ahout the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their wehsite, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they 
do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed. my service will cost 
more. And according to the Coalition's recect meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to  change to a flat 
fer system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to  spread the &rd IO my community. I request. 
yon pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward t o  hearing ahout your position on ttiis matter 

Sincerely, 

Ralph Giesler, 

fee tax could disproportionately 

cc: 

FCC General Email Box 



Leo Kuczynski 

20 Gateway Court , Cheshire, CT 06410-2239 

YUovember 2, 2005 3:35 PM 

Representative Nancy Johnson 
U.S. House of Representatives 
2409 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Johnson: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal 
Service Fund (USF) collection method t o  a monthly flat fee. 
family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue hasis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that  system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unncceaiary. 
In  addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed ahout the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to  date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they 
do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost. 
more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to  a flat 
fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to  my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to  the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continned work and I look forward t.o hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Leo Kuczynski 

Many of your constituents. including me. my friends, 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 
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Robert Semlitsch 1 I=CC-MA!I uoofvlj 
240 Argent Place, Bluffton, SC 29909-4476 1 

Xovemher 2.2005 3:04 PM 

Senator Jim Uemint 
U. S. Senate 
340 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Demint: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal 
Service Fund (USF) collection m e t h d  to a monthly flat. fee. 
family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

Many of your constituents, including me; my friends. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who m e  more pay more into the system. 
FCC changes that  system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not he penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax  could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their hills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to  low-volume users is radical and unneressary. 
In  addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small husinesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or '"pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they 
do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed. my service will cost 
more. And according to  the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat 
fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I reqnest 
you pass along my concerns to  the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forw-ard to  hearing about your positirn on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

If the 

While I am aware that 

Robert Semlitsch 

I !  CC: 

FCC General EmaJ Box 



Dcnnis Ness I 
, .j; ~ 

53363 Hickory Road, South Bend, I N  46635 I FCC - M N L B M  .--' 

November 2,2005 8:47 PM 

Representative Chris Chocola 
US. House o f  Representatives 
510 Cannon House Off ice Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universol Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representotive Chocolo: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to  change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to  a monthly flat fee. Many o f  your constituents, including 
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. I f  
the FCC changes that system to  a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes o month 
o f  long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a 
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized fo r  doing so. 

A f lat fee tax  could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, t o  give up their phones due t o  unaffordoble monthly 
increases on their bills. Shift ing the funding burden of the USF from high volume to  low-volume users is 
radical and unnecessary. I n  addition, it would have o highly detrimental e f fec t  on small businesses all across 
America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, o f  which I am o member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to  date information on their website, including links to  FCC information. While I am aware 
that federal law does not require companies to  recover, or '"pass along" these fees t o  their customers, the 
reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I om charged foirly. I f  the FCC goes t o  a numbers 
taxed. my service will cost more. And according t o  the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the 
FCC has plans to  change t o  a f la t  fee system soon ond without legislation. 

I will continue to  monitor developments on the issue and continue to  spread the word to my community. I 
request you pass along my concerns to  the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a f la t  fee tax could 
disproportionately af fect  those in your constituency. 

Thank you fo r  your continued work and I look forward to  hearing about your position on this matter, 

Sincerely, 

Dennis Ness 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 
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Etta Harris 

4090 Old Naylor Road , Lake Park, GA 31636-4324 

November 2.2005 3 : I Y  P M  

Kepresentative Sanford Bishop 
U.S. House of Representatives 
2429 Rayhurn House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Bishop: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal 
Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, inclnding me, my frienils, 
family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that  means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount. into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. 
In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and np to  date information on their wehsite, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they 
do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed. my service will cost 
more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat 
fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to  spread the word t.o my community. I reqnest 
you pass along my concerns to  the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Et ta  Harris 

IS 1 . 1 ~  

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



1 FEB 3 2006 

FCC - MAILFrCIOwy 
Robert Semlitseh 

240 Argent Place, Bluffton, SC 29909-4476 

November 2,2005 3:04 PW 

Senator Jim Demint 
U. S. Senate 
340 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Dernint: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to  change the Universal 
Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends. 
family and neighbors, will he negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

A5 you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

If  the 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior cit.izens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume Users is radical and unnecessary. 
In  addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
Thc Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to  recover, or "pass along" these fees to their cnstomers, the reality is that they 
do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost 
more. And according tu the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat 
fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to  monitor developments on the issue and continue t o  spread the word to in? commtmit.y. 1 requcst 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat. fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward t o  hearing about your ps i t ion  on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Robert Semlitsch 

cc: 
FCC Genrral Email Box 



521 Coolman Ave , Ravenna, OH 44266 

November 2,2005 10:50 PM 

Representative Tim Ryan 
US.  House of Representatives 
222 Cannon House Off ice Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Ryan: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions’ (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly f lat  fee. Many of your constituents, including 
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. I f  
the FCC changes that system t o  a f la t  fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month 
o f  long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes o f  long distonce a 
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized f o r  doing so. 

A f l a t  fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, t o  give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly 
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is 
radical and unnecessary. I n  addition, it would have a highly detrimental e f fect  on small businesses all across 
America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, o f  which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website. including links to FCC information. While I am aware 
that federal law does not require companies t o  recover, o r  “pass along” these fees t o  their customers, the 
reality is that they do. AS a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes t o  a numbers 
taxed, my service wil l cost more. And according to the Coalition’s recent meetings w i th  top FCC officials, the 
FCC has plans t o  change to a f lat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I 
request you pass along my cancerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a f lat  fee tax could 
disproportionately a f fect  those in your constituency. 

Thank you f o r  your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

Melissa Stoggs 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 
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BARBARADANOS 
15392 W MAW, CUTOFF, LA 70345 

November 2,2005 5:58  PM 

Senator Mary Landrieu 
U S .  Senate 
724 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Landrieu: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will he negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you h o w ,  USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not he penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their hills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed ahout the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their wehsite, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing ahout your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

BARBARADANOS 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



Michel Allen 

161 Lost Nation rd. , Essex Jct., VT 05452 

November 2. 2005 11:24 AM 

Senator Jim Jeffords 
US. Senate 
413 Dirksen Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Jeffords: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to  change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to  a monthly f lat fee. Many o f  your constituents. including 
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. I f  
the FCC changes that system to  a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month 
of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes o f  long distance a 
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized f o r  doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, t o  give up their phones due to  unaffordable monthly 
increases on their bills. Shift ing the funding burden of the USF from high volume t o  low-volume users is 
radical and unnecessary. I n  addition, it would have a highly detrimental e f fec t  on small businesses all across 
America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, o f  which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up t o  date informotion on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware 
that federal law does not require companies to recover. or "pass along" these fees t o  their customers, the 
reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. I f  the FCC goes to  a numbers 
taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the 
FCC hns plans to  change t o  o f la t  fee system soon and without legislation, 

I will continue to  monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I 
request you pass along my concerns t o  the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a f la t  fee tax could 
disproportionately a f fec t  those in your constituency, 

Thank you fo r  your continued work and I look forward to  hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Michel Allen 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 
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17021 N. Bay Rd ,Miami, FL  33160 

November 2, 2005 1:16 PM 

Representative Dehhie Wasserman Schultz 
U.S. House of Representatives 
118 Cannon House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Wasserman Schultz: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Conimunications Commissions' (FCC) position t.0 change the Universal 
Service Fund (USF) collection method to  a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friendfi, 
family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more iritv the system. 
FCC changes that  system to  a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not he penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
a i d  low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordahle monthly increases on 
their hills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. 
In  addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I a m  a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to  FCC information. While I am aware that  
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to  their customers, the reality is that they 
do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will eosi 

more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat 
fee system soon and without legislation, 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. 1 request 
you pass along my concerns to  the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you €or your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on thib matter. 

Sincerely, 

I f  the 

. . .  

, . .  
. . ' ,  Juergen Marczinzik . .  

. i  z r  ,~ , 

oc: 
FCC General Email Box 



November 2,2005 10:52 PM 

Senator George Allen 
US. Senate 
204 Russell Senate Off ice Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Allen: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position t o  change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method t o  a monthly f lat  fee. Many o f  your constituents, including 
me, my friends, fomily ond neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. I f  
the FCC changes that system t o  a flat fee. that meons that someone who uses one thousand minutes o month 
of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes o f  long distance a 
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for  doing so. 

A f l a t  fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens ond low-income residential and rural consumers, t o  give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly 
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is 
radical and unnecessory. I n  addition, it would have a highly detrimental e f fect  on small businesses all across 
America. 
The Keep USF Foir Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up t o  date information on their website, including links t o  FCC information. While I am oware 
that federal law does not require companies to  recover, o r  "pass along" these fees t o  their customers, the 
reality is that  they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes t o  a numbers 
taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the 
FCC has plans t o  change t o  a f lat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I 
request you pass along my concerns t o  the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a f lat  fee tax could 
disproportionately a f fect  those in your constituency. 

Thank you fo r  your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Mor-Maargaret Smith 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



Marshall busenbe 

338 Wilson St. , Chillicothe, MO 64601 

November 3, 2005 12:30 AM 

Senator Christopher Bond 
US. Senate 
274 Russell Senate Off ice Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Bond: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position t o  chonge the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to  o monthly f la t  fee. Many o f  your constituents, including 
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. I f  
the FCC changes that system to  a f la t  fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month 
o f  long distance, pays the same omount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of  long distance a 
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized fo r  doing so. 

A f la t  fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, t o  give up their phones due t o  unaffordable monthly 
increases on their bills. Shift ing the funding burden o f  the USF from high volume to  low-volume users is 
radical and unnecessary. I n  addition, it would have a highly detrimental ef fect  on small businesses all across 
America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, o f  which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to  date information on their website. including links to FCC information. While I am aware 
that federal law does not require companies to  recover, or "pass along" these fees to  their customers, the 
reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. I f  the FCC goes t o  a numbers 
taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the 
FCC has plons to  chonge to  a f la t  fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to  monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I 
request you pass along my concerns to  the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a f la t  fee tax  could 
disproportionately af fect  those in your constituency. 

Thank you fo r  your continued work and I look forward to  hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Marshall Dusenberry 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



November 2.2005 11:53 AM 

Senator Barbara Boxer 
US. Senate 
112 Hart Senate Off ice Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Boxer: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to  a monthly f la t  fee. Many o f  your constituents, including 
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. I f  
the FCC changes that system t o  a f la t  fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes o month 
of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes o f  long distance 0 

month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized f o r  doing so. 

A f la t  fee tax could cause many law-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, t o  give up their phones due to  unaffordable monthly 
increases on their bills. Shift ing the funding burden o f  the USF from high volume to  low-volume users is 
radical and unnecessary. I n  addition, it would have a highly detrimental e f fec t  on small businesses a11 across 
America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, o f  which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to  date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware 
that federal law does not require companies t o  recover, o r  "pass along" these fees to their customers, the 
reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes t o  a numbers 
taxed, my service will cost more. And according t o  the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the 
FCC has plans to  change to a f la t  fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to  monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I 
request you pass along my concerns to  the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a f la t  fee tax could 
disproportionately a f fec t  those in your constituency. 

Thank you fo r  your continued work and I look forward to  hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely. 

Dole Wilbur 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 


